
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1899 March 11, 2008 
and having oversight? We are not doing 
it. 

Emergency spending, another one we 
won’t be critical of ourselves. We put 
emergency spending in on the floor and 
add from $20 billion to $40 billion and 
call it an emergency, and none of it 
meets the definition of an emergency. 
We do that so we can go outside of the 
spending parameters that we have lim-
ited ourselves to either through pay-go 
or the budget. But it looks good at 
home—or does it? It looks good at 
home until we start talking about the 
waste, talking about the fraud, talking 
about the mismanagement, talking 
about the denial of our oath we took 
when we came here to uphold the Con-
stitution. When we allow bureaucracies 
to waste money, when we don’t have 
oversight of those bureaucracies, then 
in fact we have abandoned our oath. 

It is interesting, in emergencies, up 
until recently, when we had emergency 
spending, we paid for it. In my home 
State of Oklahoma we had the Okla-
homa City bombing, a tremendous 
tragedy. It was the first major internal 
terrorist act we had. All of the money 
that went toward restoration of that 
was paid for. We didn’t borrow it from 
our grandchildren. Let me go back 
again. When we don’t pay for things 
with emergency spending, we charge it 
to them. When we have a true emer-
gency, which we might say we didn’t 
plan for, that is one thing, but when we 
know what we are putting into the bill 
is not an emergency, we are saying 
they don’t matter, we don’t care. We 
care more about looking good and get-
ting some constituent satisfied than 
thinking about the future of these 
kids. 

How about other areas? How about 
crop insurance? Do you realize that for 
every dollar we pay out in crop insur-
ance, we spend over $3 in administra-
tive fees and underwriting to insurance 
companies? How is that a good deal? 
Regardless of where you are on the 
farm bill, why would we do that? That 
is at a rate of five times what the rest 
of the insurance industry earns. 

Who has the sweet deal here? Who 
has the sweet deal? It is not these kids. 
They don’t have a sweet deal, when we 
are paying three times more than we 
should to administer a crop insurance 
program and not requiring farmers to 
participate. That is the minimum we 
can save—$4 billion a year—by saying 
you can earn the same amount of 
money as everybody else in the cas-
ualty insurance business, and no more. 
No more sweet deals for crop insurance 
firms. But do we do it? No. I voted 
wrong on one of the amendments for it. 
It may have been the amendment of 
the person sitting in the chair. But we 
didn’t do it. 

One of my favorites is the United Na-
tions. We sent $5.3 billion last year to 
the U.N. and we cannot get the State 
Department to tell us what our total 
was in 2007. That was 2006. By law, they 
are supposed to provide that, but they 
don’t comply. The Foreign Relations 

Committee won’t make them comply, 
and the Appropriations Committee 
won’t do it, because we don’t want to 
know how much we send. But the 
American people want to know. But 
the Secretary of State does not want to 
give it to us. Our committees will not 
force them to do it. What do we know 
about that, of the leaked documents 
that came out looking at how money is 
spent? What we know is on procure-
ment and peacekeeping that at least 40 
percent of the money that is spent is 
wasted. Think about that. At least 40 
percent is influenced through people of 
influence and does not ever get to what 
it is supposed to be doing. It never gets 
into the peacekeeping field. Only 60 
percent of the procurement money ac-
tually ever gets to where we want 
peacekeeping, and yet we don’t do any-
thing about it. 

We have asked for transparency at 
the United Nations. This body voted 99 
to 1 to condition last year’s money on 
that transparency. It went to con-
ference, and all of a sudden for some 
reason that was dropped. I wonder why 
that happened? We thought the United 
Nations owed us an explanation to tell 
us where they spent our $5.3 billion 
but, in our wisdom, we did not accede 
to that because it might have upset the 
U.N. Consequently, about $1 billion a 
year of what we send to the United Na-
tions is pure waste—pure waste. It goes 
to fraud. It goes to buy off people. It 
goes to not accomplishing the goals. 

If we look at what we are trying to 
do in Darfur and the new U.N. program 
over there in terms of sending an inter-
diction force, what we know is 40 per-
cent of the money has been wasted. It 
has been scavenged. It has been taken 
away. It is not going to make a dif-
ference in somebody’s life. 

It is interesting, the U.N. peace-
keeping budget this year will grow 
from $5 billion to $7 billion, a 40-per-
cent growth in 1 year. And of the top 
five contributors to the U.N. budget, 
which is us, the United Kingdom, 
France, Japan, and Germany, all of our 
budgets are going to grow around 6 or 
7 percent. But because we do not have 
any transparency, we do not have any 
management at the United Nations, we 
have a spoil system and we do not have 
the courage in our body to hold them 
accountable, we are going to throw $1 
billion to $2 billion of our kids’ money 
away. 

Oh, I know, we shouldn’t rock the 
boat at the United Nations. They are 
the people who care about freedom in 
the world. It is hard to see. If they care 
about freedom, transparency would be 
one of the No. 1 things they would as-
sure themselves. 

How about another $10-billion worth 
of savings? We have $64 billion worth of 
IT contracts going on right now; $27 
billion of those are on the high-risk 
list. In other words, we routinely lose 
about 20 percent of our investments in 
ITs. They don’t ever accomplish their 
goals. We spend the money, and we 
never get anything for it. Where is the 

management for that program? Where 
is the accountability for that? It is 
similar to the tanker program: Give me 
a cost-plus program, I don’t know what 
I want now, but I know I want some-
thing, and I will tell you as we go what 
I want. And so the bills start adding 
up. So out of the $64 billion we spent 
last year, $27 billion of it is question-
able we are ever getting anything out 
of it. 

Take a conservative estimate of that, 
which is less than what we know his-
torically the IT oversight from GAO 
has told us, and we are going to lose $10 
billion on programs that were not 
asked for right, were not managed 
properly or we just flat did not get 
what we asked for and parted our ways 
and threw these kids’ money away. 

Then there is another $17.5 billion we 
can save from the National Flood In-
surance Program. It was created in 1968 
by Congress to prevent the need for fu-
ture emergency spending for large 
floods. It was designed to be self-sup-
porting, to pay back any debts with 
proceeds from ratepayers. But what 
happened was, on the way to the store, 
the politicians got in between them. So 
now we have a vast majority of prop-
erties that have been grandfathered in 
that historically have made claims. 
They were built before the NFIP con-
struction standards, and they receive 
premium subsidies. In the wake of 
Katrina, we have a one-time savings of 
$17.5 billion that we could have had we 
had that program. But where are we? 
We now have Gulf Coast States lob-
bying us that we should increase that 
program, except the kids I showed the 
picture of are responsible for that. 

The other item, and I challenge all 
my colleagues to start talking with 
Federal workers about where they can 
save money. If you ask them, every one 
of them says, yes, we can save money. 
As a matter of fact, we can save a lot 
of money, but nobody is asking. As a 
matter of fact, the system is, if we 
haven’t spent the money by the 10th 
month, we are told to spend it, we are 
told to spend the money because we 
might not get enough money next year, 
and if we don’t spend it, then it looks 
like we don’t need it and, therefore, 
our budgets will be declined. In fact, 
out of the $1.36 trillion we are going to 
spend this year, we could save 5 per-
cent easily, 5 percent efficiency. If we 
can save it, if the Federal employees, 
the thousands with whom I have 
talked, are right, why aren’t we sav-
ing? 

Let’s go down through a few more, 
and then I will finish. 

We know if we simplify the Tax Code, 
either change it to a flat tax or 
straight tax or a value-added tax— 
whichever one you want, it doesn’t 
matter—what we know is if we did 
that, we could get significant savings. 
Let me tell you how. 

One is we know compliance will be 
better. But we also know we have a $10 
billion budget for employees at the IRS 
that if, in fact, we could create a sim-
pler, fairer, straighter system—you 
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